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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Applicant has amended claims 1, 4, 9, 10, 16, 23, 28, 29 and 35 in the 

amendment filed on 8/4/2004. Claims 1-38 are pending in this Office Action. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 16-18 and 35-38 have been 

considered but are moot in view of the new grouhd(s) of rejection. 

Applicant argued that Fogg does not teach "modifying said first collection 
rating for said first rating scale for contents of said first document collection 
based on said determined first link rating for said first rating scale for contents 
linked to or linked by contents of said first document collection". Fogg teaches 
rating web pages based on the viability of the links on the page that contains a 
rating. The rating of the link viability of a page is maintained when a viewer 
accesses to a page for viewing. For example, for 53 weeks preceding the time 
when document B is inaccessible, the link in document A successfully accessed 
document B 100 out of 100 times which corresponds to a link viability rating of 
1 00%. Since the rating web pages based on the viability of the links on the 
page that contains a rating; thus, when rating of a link viability is maintained, the 

1 rating web pages is maintained too (col. 1, lines 45-48; col. 8, lines 24-36; col. 7, 
lines 1-3). 

Applicant argued that Duff does not teach every element of claim 9. 
"determining document ratings for a rating scale for a subset of documents of a 
document collection" as retrieving document ratings that includes a rating scale 
of word e.i., breast in closes proximity to nudity or other sexually suggestive 
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words may trigger a rating of 0.5. A word is represented as subset of documents 
(col. 3, lines 1-65); 

"determining document sizes of the documents of said subset" as a rating 
technique that produces document ratings by analyzing the specific content or 
words and phrases in the documents. The content words and phrases in the 
documents are represented as size of documents of said subset (col. 1 , lines 63- 
65). 

Duff does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "determining a 
collection rating for said rating scale for said document collection based on said 
determined document ratings of said subset of documents and normalized by 
said determined document sizes of said subset of documents". However, Duff 
teaches that storing document rating that includes a rating scale of word i.e., 
breast in closes to nudity or other sexually suggestive words may trigger a rating 
of 0.5. This information indicates that the system collects document ratings 
based on determining document ratings of words (fig. 2, col. 3, lines 1-65). 

For the above reason, examiner believed that rejection of the last office 
action was proper. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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3. Claims 1 , 4, 8, 16-18, 20-23, 27, and 35-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 

103(a) as being unpatentable over Page (USP 6285999) in view of Fogg et al (or 

hereinafter "Fogg"). 

As to claim 1 , Page teaches the claimed limitations: 

"determining a first collection rating for a first rating scale for contents of a 

first document collection" as determining a ranking for document A is 0. 4. The 

ranking for document A is represented as a first collection rating (fig. 2, col. 4, 

lines 60-67), 

"determining a first link rating for said first rating scale for contents linked 
to or linked by contents of said first document collection" as the backlinks from 
different pages and forward links are weighted differently. For example, the link 
of document A to document B is weighted 0.2, (fig. 2, col. 4, lines 5-15), "said first 
link rating relating to a desirability of the contents linked with the contents of said 
first document collection" as (fig. 2, col. 4, lines 5-15); 

Page does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "and modifying said 
first collection rating for said first rating scale for contents of said first document 
collection based on said determined first link rating for said first rating scale for 
contents linked to or linked by contents of said first document collection". Fogg 
teaches rating web pages based on the viability of the links on the page that 
contains a rating. The rating of the link viability of a page is maintained when a 
viewer accesses to a page for viewing. For example, for 53 weeks preceding the 
time when document B is inaccessible, the link in document A successfully 
accessed document B 100 out of 100 times which corresponds to a link viability 
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rating of 100%. Since the rating web pages based on the viability of the links on 
the page that contains a rating; thus, when rating of a link viability is maintained, 
the rating web pages is maintained too (col. 1, lines 45-48; col. 8, lines 24-36; 
col. 7, lines 1-3). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Fogg's teaching of rating web pages based 
on the viability of the links on the page that contains a rating. The rating of the 
link viability of a page is maintained when a viewer accesses to a page for 
viewing. For example, for 53 weeks preceding the time when document B is 
inaccessible, the link in document A successfully accessed document B 100 out 
of 100 times which corresponds to a link viability rating of 100% to Page's system 
in order to display of results retrieved by conventional search engines may be 
sorted or ordered based on link. 

As to claim 4, Page teaches the claimed limitation "determining at least a 
second collection rating for at least a second document collection with 
documents linked with documents of said first document collection, and 
determining said first link rating based on said determined at least a second 
collection rating of said at least a second document collection" as (fig. 1). 

As to claims 8 and 27, Page teaches the claimed limitation "wherein said 
first document collection is a web site, and said contents size of said first 
document collection are web pages" as (col. 3, lines 35-67). 
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As to claim 16, Page teaches the claimed limitations: 

"determining whether a first document collection comprises at least one 
document linked to at least one other document of at least one other second 
document collection" as document A is weighted 0.4. Document A is linked to 
document B (fig. 1, col. 3, lines 65-67; col. 4, lines 1-5); 

"determining a collection rating for a rating scale for each of said at least 
one other second document collection if said first document collection is 
determined to comprise at least one document linked to at least one other 
document of at least one other second document collection, said collection rating 
for the rating scale for each of said at least one other second document collection 
rating to a desirability of a content of said at least one other second document 
collection" as document B is weighted 0.2. Document B is linked to document A. 
Assigning a score to each of the linked documents based on scores of the one or 
more linking document (fig. 1, col. 3, lines 25-30); 

"determining whether said first document collection comprises at least one 
document being linked by at least one other document of at least one other third 
document collection" document C is linked to document A and B (fig. 1 , col. 3, 
lines 60-67; col. 4, lines 1-5); 

"determining a collection rating for said rating scale for each of said at 
least one other third document collection if said first document collection is 
determined to comprise at least one document linked by at least one other third 
document collection" as (figs. 1&2, col. 4, lines 5-15). 
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Page does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation " said collection rating 
for the rating scale for each of said at least one other third document collection 
rating to a desirability of a content of said at least one other third document 
collection; determining a link rating for said rating scale for said first document 
collection based on either said determined collection rating or ratings for said 
rating scale for said at least one other second document collection, or said 
determined collection rating or ratings for said rating scale for said at least one 
other third document collection, or both, depending on whether collection rating 
or ratings are determined for said rating scale for said at least one other second 
document collection, said at least one other third document collection or both". 

Fogg teaches rating web pages based on the viability of the links on the 
page that contains a rating. The rating of the link viability of a page is maintained 
when a viewer accesses to a page for viewing. For example, for 53 weeks 
preceding the time when document B is inaccessible, the link in document A 
successfully accessed document B 100 out of 100 times which corresponds to a 
link viability rating of 100%. (col. 1, lines 45-48; col. 8, lines 24-36; col. 7, lines 
1-3). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Fogg's teaching of rating web pages based 
on the viability of the links on the page that contains a rating. The rating of the - 
link viability of a page is maintained when a viewer accesses to a page for 
viewing. For example, for 53 weeks preceding the time when document B is 
inaccessible, the link in document A successfully accessed document B 100 out 
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of 100 times which corresponds to a link viability rating of 100% to Page's system 
in order to display of results retrieved by conventional search engines may be 
sorted or ordered based on link. 

As to claims 17 and 36, Page teaches the claimed limitation subject matter 
in claims 16 and 35, and Fogg further teaches the claimed limitation "wherein 
each of said determining of a collection rating for said rating scale for each of 
said at least one other second or third document collection comprises 
determining document ratings for said rating scale for documents of the particular 
document collection, and sizes of the documents, and determining the collection 
rating for the particular document collection based on the determined document 
ratings and the determined sizes" as (col. 9, lines 5-25). 

As to claims 18 and 37, Page disclose the claimed limitation subject 
matter in claims 17, and 35, except the claimed limitation "wherein said 
determining of a link rating comprises summing said collection rating or ratings 
determined for said rating scale for said at least one other second or third 
document collection, and determining the link rating based on the result of said 
summing". Fogg teaches the average rating links in document (fig. 7). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Fogg's teaching of the average rating links 
in document to Page's system in order to order search results based on the 
number of page elements and the viability of a link to a document. 
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As to claim 35, Page teaches the claimed limitations 
"storage medium having stored therein a plurality of programming 
instructions designed to enable said apparatus to determine whether a first 
document collection comprises at least one document linked to at least one other 
document of at least one other second document collection" as document A is 
weighted 0.4. Document A is linked to document B (fig. 1 , col. 3, lines 65-67; col. 
4 t lines 1-5); 

"determine a collection rating for a rating scale for each of said at least 
one other second document collection if said first document collection is 
determined to comprise at least one document linked to at least one other 
document of at least one other second document collection" as document B is 
weighted 0.2. Document B is linked to document A. Assigning a score to each 
of the linked documents based on scores of the one or more linking document 
(fig. 1, col. 3, lines 25-30); 

"determine whether said first document collection comprises at least one 
document being linked by at least one other document of at least one other third 
document collection" as document C is linked to document A and B (fig. 1 , col. 3, 
lines 60-67; col. 4, lines 1-5); 

"said collection rating for the rating scale for each of said at least one 
other second document collection relating to a desirability of a content of said at 
least one other second document collection" as (figs. 1&2 ,col. 4, lines 5-15); 
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"determine a collection rating for said rating scale for each of said at least 
one other third document collection if said first document collection is determined 
to comprise at least one document linked by at least one other third document 
collection" as document C is weighted 0.4 (fig. 1 ), 

"and at least one processor coupled to the storage medium to execute the 
programming instructions" as (col. 1, lines 30-67). 

Page does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "said collection rating 
for the rating scale for each of said at least one other third document collection 
relating to a desirability of a content of said at least one other third document 
collection, determine a link rating for said rating scale for said first document 
collection based on either said determined collection rating or ratings for said 
rating scale for said at least one other second document collection, or said 
determined collection rating or ratings for said rating scale for said at least one 
other third document collection, or both, depending on whether collection rating 
or ratings are determined for said rating scale for said at least one other second 
document collection, said at least one other third document collection or both". 

Fogg teaches rating web pages based on the viability of the links on the 
page that contains a rating. The rating of the link viability of a page is maintained 
when a viewer accesses to a page for viewing. For example, for 53 weeks 
preceding the time when document B is inaccessible, the link in document A 
successfully accessed document B 100 out of 100 times which corresponds to a 
link viability rating of 100%. (col. 1, lines 45-48; col. 8 t lines 24-36; col. 7, lines 
1-3). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Fogg's teaching of rating web pages based 
on the viability of the links on the page that contains a rating. The rating of the 
link viability of a page is maintained when a viewer accesses to a page for 
viewing. For example, for 53 weeks preceding the time when document B is 
inaccessible, the link in document A successfully accessed document B 100 out 
of 100 times which corresponds to a link viability rating of 100% to Page's system 
in order to display of results retrieved by conventional search engines may be 
sorted or ordered based on link. 

As to claim 20, Page teaches the claimed limitations: 
"storage medium having stored therein a plurality of programming 
instructions designed to enable said apparatus to determine a first collection 
rating for a first rating scale for contents of a first document collection" as 
determining a ranking for document A is 0. 4. The ranking for document A is 
represented as a first collection rating (fig. 2, col. 4, lines 60-67), 

"determine a first link rating for said first rating scale for contents linked to 
or linked by contents of said first document collection, said first link rating relating 
to a desirability of the contents linked with the contents of said first document 
collection" as the back links from different pages and forward links are weighted 
differently. For example, the link of document A to document B is weighted 0.2 
(fig. 2, col. 4, lines 5-15), 
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"and at least one processor coupled to the storage medium to execute the 
programming instructions" as (col. 1, lines 25-50). 

Page does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "modify said first 
collection rating for said first rating scale for contents of said first document 
collection based on said determined first link rating for said first rating scale for 
contents linked with contents of said first document collection". Fogg teaches 
rating web pages based on the viability of the links on the page that contains a 
rating. The rating of the link viability of a page is maintained when a viewer 
accesses to a page for viewing. For example, for 53 weeks preceding the time 
when document B is inaccessible, the link in document A successfully accessed 
document B 100 out of 100 times which corresponds to a link viability rating of 
100%. Since the rating web pages based on the viability of the links on the page 
that contains a rating; thus, when rating of a link viability is maintained, the rating 
web pages is maintained too (col. 1, lines 45-48; col. 8, lines 24-36; col. 7, lines 
1-3). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Fogg's teaching of rating web pages based 
on the viability of the links on the page that contains a rating. The rating of the 
link viability of a page is maintained when a viewer accesses to a page for 
viewing. For example, for 53 weeks preceding the time when document B is 
inaccessible, the link in document A successfully accessed document B 100 out 
of 100 times which corresponds to a link viability rating of 100% to Page's system 
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in order to display of results retrieved by conventional search engines may be 
sorted or ordered based on link. 



As to claim 21, Page and Fogg teach the claimed limitation subject matter 
in claim 16, and Fogg further teaches the claimed limitation" wherein said 
programming instructions are designed to enable the apparatus to perform said 
determining of a first collection rating by determining said first collection rating 
based on document ratings of a first subset of documents of said first collection 
of documents, and sizes of the documents of the first subset of documents of the 
first document collection" as (page 10, lines 15-25). 

As to claim 22, Page teaches the claimed limitation "wherein said first 
subset of documents of said first document collection consists of first textual 
documents of said first document collection" as (col. 1, lines 25-67). 

As to claim 23, Page teaches the claimed limitation "wherein said 
programming instructions are designed to enable the apparatus to perform said 
determining of a first link rating by determining at least a second collection rating 
for at least a second document collection with documents linked with documents 
of said first document collection, and determining said first link rating based on 
said determined at least a second collection rating of said at least a second 
document collection" as (fig. 1, col. 3, lines 50-67). 
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4. Claims 2 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Page (USP 6285999) in view of Fogg et al (or hereinafter "Fogg") and 
further in view of Pirolli (5835905). 

As to claim 2, Page does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation 
"determining said first collection rating based on document ratings of a first 
subset of documents of said first collection of documents, and sizes of the 
documents of the first subset of documents of the first document collection". 
Pirolli teaches that collecting rates of pages, e.L, page 1, size 500 has inlinks 8, 
page 2, size 1500 has inlink 2. it is hypothesized that content pages would have 
few inlinks and few outlinks, but have relatively larger file sizes (figs. 5&6, col. 9, 
lines 40-45). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Pirolli's teaching of collecting rates of 
pages, e.L, page 1, size 500 has inlinks 8, page 2, size 1500 has inlink 2. it is 
hypothesized that content pages would have few inlinks and few outlinks, but 
have relatively larger file sizes to Page's system in order to rank documents in 
order. 

As to claim 3, Page teaches the claimed limitation "wherein said first 
subset of documents of said first document collection consists of first textual 
documents of said first document collection" as (col. 8, lines 20-40). 
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5. Claims 5-6 and 24-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Page (USP 6285999) in view of Fogg et al (or hereinafter 
"Fogg") and further in view of Sprague (USP 5870744). 

As to claim 5, Page discloses the claimed limitation subject matter in claim 
1 , except teach the claimed limitation "wherein said modifying of the first 
collection rating comprises replace he determined first collection rating with said 
determined first link rating". Sprague teaches that the rating entry in the site's 
VPN user descriptor database is then updated with the new average rating value 
(col. 7, lines 14-17). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Sprague's teaching of the rating entry in 
the site's VPN user descriptor database is then updated with the new average 
rating value to Page's system in order to indicate visiting of a user for a web site 
or a document and to allow the user to leave audio, video or textural message for 
subsequent accesses of the electronic site. 

As to claim 24, Page and Fogg disclose the claimed limitation subject 
matter in claim 20, except the claimed limitation "wherein said programming 
instructions are designed to enable the apparatus to perform said modifying of 
the first collection rating by replacing the determined first collection rating with 
said determined first link rating". Sprague teaches that the rating entry in the 
site's VPN user descriptor database is then updated with the new average rating 
value (col. 7, lines 14-17). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Sprague's teaching of the rating entry in 
the site's VPN user descriptor database is then updated with the new average 
rating value to Page's system in order to indicate visiting of a user for a web site 
or a document and to allow the user to leave audio, video or textural message for 
subsequent accesses of the electronic site. 

As to claims 6 and 25, Page discloses the claimed limitation subject 
matter in claims 1 and 20, except teach the claimed limitation "adding said 
determined first link rating to the determined first collection rating". Sprague 
teaches the total number of ratings of sites (col. 7, lines 13-15). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Sprague's teaching of the total number of 
ratings of sites to Page's system in order to indicate visiting of a user for a web 
site or a document and to allow the user to leave audio, video or textural 
message for subsequent accesses of the electronic site. 

6. Claims 7, 19, 26 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Page in view of Fogg et al (or hereinafter "Fogg") (USP 
6163778) and Paepke (USP 6249785). 

As to claims 7 and 26, Page discloses the claimed limitation subject 
matter in claims 1 and 20, except teach the claimed limitation "wherein said 
modifying of the first collection rating comprises subtracting said determined first 
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link rating from the determined first collection rating". Paepke teaches minus the 
average ratings of the linked objects, as rated by all users in the database (col. 
12, lines 20-25). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Paepke's teaching of minus the average 
ratings of the linked objects, as rated by all users in the database to Page's 
system in order to evaluate how a object is interest to a user or to rank objects in 
order. 

As to claims 19 and 38, Page and Fogg do not disclose the claimed 
limitation subject mater in claims 18 and 37, except the claimed limitation 
"wherein said determining of the link rating based on the result of said summing 
comprises determining the link rating based on the result of said summing as 
follows: The result of said summing (RS) link rating RS less than -2 -1.0 RS 
greater than or equal to -2, -0.5 but less than -1 RS greater than or equal to -1 , 0 
but less than or equal to -0.5 RS greater than -0.5, but less 0.5 than or equal to 
1 .5 RS greater than 1 .5, but less 1 .0 than or equal to 3 RS greater than 3, but 
less than 1 .5 or equal to 4 RS greater than 4 2.0". Paepke teaches assigning 
rating 1-10 with values number (col. 9, lines 15-25). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art the 
time the invention was made to apply Paepke's teaching of assigning rating 1-10 
with values number to Page and Fogg in order to make predictions of future 
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ratings and to provided a method for reliably predicting subjective evaluations by 
a person. 

7. Claims 9, 28, 15 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Duff et al (or hereinafter "Duff') (USP 591 1043). 

As to claim 9, Duffy teaches the claimed limitations: 

"determining document ratings for a rating scale for a subset of documents 
of a document collection" as retrieving document ratings that includes a rating 
scale of word e.L, breast in closes proximity to nudity or other sexually 
suggestive words may trigger a rating of 0.5. A word is represented as subset of 
documents (col. 3, lines 1-65); 

"determining document sizes of the documents of said subset" as a rating 
technique that produces document ratings by analyzing the specific content or 
words and phrases in the documents. The content words and phrases in the 
documents are represented as size of documents of said subset (col. 1 , lines 63- 
65). 

Duff does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "determining a 
collection rating for said rating scale for said document collection based on said 
determined document ratings of said subset of documents and normalized by 
said determined document sizes of said subset of documents". However, Duff 
teaches that storing document rating that includes a rating scale of word i.e., 
breast in closes to nudity or other sexually suggestive words may trigger a rating 
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of 0.5. This information indicates that the system collects document ratings 
based on determining document ratings of words (fig. 2, col. 3, lines 1-65). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Duff's teaching of storing document rating 
that includes a rating scale of word i.e., breast in closes to nudity or other 
sexually suggestive words may trigger a rating of 0.5 in order to identify a high 
level document and associated lower level document with a particular document 
rating and to re-evaluated or updated for reflecting a subject assessment of the 
content of a document by a user. 

As to claim 28, Duff teaches the claimed limitations: 
"storage medium having stored therein a plurality of programming 
instructions designed to enable said apparatus to determine document ratings for 
a rating scale for a subset of documents of a document collection" as retrieving 
document ratings that includes a rating scale of word i.e., breast in closes 
proximity to nudity or other sexually suggestive words may trigger a rating of 0.5. 
A word is represented as subset of documents (col. 3, lines 1-65), 

"determine document sizes of the documents of said subset" as a rating 
technique that produces document ratings by analyzing the specific content or 
words and phrases in the documents. The content words and phrases in the 
documents are represented as size of documents of said subset (col. 1 , lines 63- 
65), 
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"and at least one processor coupled to the storage medium to execute the 
programming instructions" as (fig. 1 ). 

Duff does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "determine a collection 
rating for said rating scale for said document collection based on said determined 
document ratings of said subset of documents, and normalized by said 
determined document sizes of said subset of documents". However, Duff 
teaches that storing document rating that includes a rating scale of word i.e., 
breast in closes to nudity or other sexually suggestive words may trigger a rating 
of 0.5. This information indicates that the system collects document ratings 
based on determining document ratings of words (fig. 2, col. 3, lines 1-65). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Duff's teaching of storing document rating 
that includes a rating scale of word i.e., breast in closes to nudity or other 
sexually suggestive words may trigger a rating of 0.5 in order to identify a high 
level document and associated lower level document with a particular document 
rating and to re-evaluated or updated for reflecting a subject assessment of the 
content of a document by a user. 

As to claims 15 and 34, Duff teaches the claimed limitation "wherein said 
first collection of documents are web pages of a web site, and said first subset of 
documents are textual documents of said web site" as (col. 2, lines 15-25). 
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8. Claims 10-13 and 29-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Duff et al (or hereinafter "Duff') (USP 591 1043) in view of 
Pirolli (5835905). 

As to claims 10 and 29, Duff discloses the claimed limitation subject 
matter in claims 9 and 28, except the claimed limitation "wherein said 
determining of the collection rating comprises further subdividing said subset of 
documents into a plurality of groups in accordance with their determined 
document sizes, and applying a weight to the document rating determined for 
said rating scale for each document of the subset in accordance to the 
document's size group classification". Pirolli teaches that collecting rates of 
pages, i.e., page 1, size 500 has inlinks 8, page 2, size 1500 has inlink 2. It is 
hypothesized that content pages would have few inlinks and few outlinks, but 
have relatively larger file sizes (figs. 5&6, col. 9, lines 40-45). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Pirolli's teaching of collecting rates of 
pages, i.e., page 1, size 500 has inlinks 8, page 2, size 1500 has inlink 2. it is 
hypothesized that content pages would have few inlinks and few outlinks, but 
have relatively larger file sizes to Page's system in order to rank documents in 
order. 

As to claims 1 1 and 30, Duff discloses the claimed limitation subject 
matter in claims 10 and 29, except the claimed limitation "wherein weights are 
applied to said determined document ratings for said rating scale as follows: 
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Document size range in (bytes) Weight <500 1 500-999 4 1000-4999 7 5000- 
9999 10 >9999". Pirolli teaches that collecting rates of pages, i.e., page 1 , size 
500 has inlinks 8, page 2, size 1500 has inlink 2. it is hypothesized that content 
pages would have few inlinks and few outlinks, but have relatively larger file sizes 
(figs. 5&6, col. 9, lines 40-45). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Pirolli's teaching of collecting rates of 
pages, i.e., page 1, size 500 has inlinks 8, page 2, size 1500 has inlink 2. it is 
hypothesized that content pages would have few inlinks and few outlinks, but 
have relatively larger file sizes to Page's system in order to rank documents in 
order. 

As to claims 12 and 31, Duff discloses the claimed limitation subject 
matter in claims 9 and 28, except the claimed limitation "subdividing said subset 
of documents into a plurality of groups in accordance with their determined 
ratings for said rating scale, and applying a weight to the document rating 
determined for said rating scale for each document of the subset in accordance 
to the document's rate group classification". Pirolli teaches that collecting rates of 
pages, i.e., page 1, size 500 has inlinks 8, page 2, size 1500 has inlink 2. it is 
hypothesized that content pages would have few inlinks and few outlinks, but 
have relatively larger file sizes (figs. 5&6, col. 9, lines 40-45). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Pirolli's teaching of collecting rates of 
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pages, i.e., page 1, size 500 has inlinks 8, page 2, size 1500 has inlink 2. it is 
hypothesized that content pages would have few inlinks and few outlinks, but 
have relatively larger file sizes to Page's system in order to rank documents in 
order. 

As to claims 13 and 32, Duff teaches the claimed limitation "wherein 
weights are applied to said determined document ratings for said rating scale as 
follows: Determined document rating for said rating scale Weight 0 -0.5 1 0.5 2 3 
6" as (col. 6, lines 45-50). 

9. Claims 14 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Duff et al (or hereinafter "Duff') (USP 591 1043) in view of 
Katariya et al (or hereinafter "Katariya") (USP 6473753). 

As to claims 14 and 33, Duff discloses the claimed limitation subject 
matter in claims 13 and 28, except the claimed limitation "wherein said 
determining of the collection rating comprises computing the collection rating for 
said rating scale as follows: 2 CR = i , j r i w j log ( N ij + 1 ) i , j w j log ( N ij + 1 ) 
where CR is the collection rating for said rating scale; r.sub.i is the weight applied 
for document rating group i; w.sub.i is the weight applied for document size group 
j; N.sub.ij is the number of pages in the collection with document rating i and 
having group sizes j for said rating scale". 
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Katariya teaches that the weighting system calculates the weight of term I 
within documents using the following equation: Wij = (log2 (Tfij +1)/log2(Tfik+1) 
(col. 10, lines 55-65). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Katariya's teaching of the weighting system 
calculates the weight of term I within documents using the following equation: Wij 
= (log2 (Tfij +1)/log2 (Tfik+1) to Duff's system in order to calculates the 
importance of a term within a document. 

Conclusion 

1 0. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection 
presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. 
See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Cam Y T Truong whose telephone number is. 
(571 ) 272-4042. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Firday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, John Breene can be reached on (571) 272-4107. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 
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